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Si4 YALE LAW JOURNAL 

points out, the Supreme Court itself had inadvertently taken jurisdiction in 
previous cases of the same sort which had come to it through the Circuit Court 
of Appeals. The case turns, of course, upon the construction of the Tucker Act, 
which gave district and circuit courts concurrent jurisdiction with the Court of 
Claims, and the effect of the subsequent enactment of the Judiciary Act of 1891 
and the Judicial Code. It is well to have the point definitely settled. 



Criminal Law — Collection of Money in Connection with Interstate 
Transportation of Intoxicating Liquor. — Section 239 of the Criminal Code of 
the United States provides as follows : "Any railroad company, express company, 
or other common carrier, or any other person who, in connection with the trans- 
portation of any . . . intoxicating liquor . . . from one State . . . into another 
State, . . . shall collect the purchase price or any part thereof, before, on, or after 
delivery from the consignee, or from any other person, or shall in any manner act 
as the agent of the buyer or seller of any such liquor, for the purpose of buying or 
selling or completing the sale thereof, saving only in the actual transportation 
and delivery of the same, shall be fined," etc. The defendant as agent for the 
plaintiffs, who were carrying on a mail order liquor business from Kansas City, 
Mo., collected in Kansas the purchase price of liquors sold by the plaintiffs in 
interstate commerce. Upon receiving payment he surrendered the bills of lading 
which, according to the bargain with the buyer, he was to hold until payment. 
He now refused to pay over the money so collected and the plaintiffs sued in the 
Kansas courts to recover them. Recovery was denied and on writ of error the 
case went to the Supreme Court of the United States. Held, that plaintiffs were 
not entitled to recover. Danciger et al. v. Cooley (1919) 39 Sup. Ct 119. 

The decision, which involves a construction of the section of the Federal 
Criminal Code printed above, is placed on the ground that the collection of the 
money by the defendant although not a "part of the transportation" was con- 
nected with it within the meaning of the statute, for he surrendered the bill of 
lading only upon payment of the purchase price. As what the defendant did 
would clearly have been within terms of the statute if it had been done by the 
carrier, this construction seems entirely sound. As the ruling of the Kansas 
courts on the- right of a principal to recover from his agent money received while 
doing for the principal acts in violation of the criminal law involved only a 
question of state law, the Supreme Court did not pass upon it. For a discussion 
of the rule involved — a rule upon which there is a great conflict of authority — 
see Woodward, Quasi-Contracts, sec. 148. 



Descent and Distribution — Effect of Conviction of Heir of Killing 
Ancestor. — The defendant killed her husband and was convicted of manslaughter 
in the third degree. She was his prospective heir. A statute provided that 
"Any person who shall hereafter be convicted of killing . . . any other person 
from whom such person so killing . . . would inherit . . . shall be denied all 
right, interest and estate," etc. In a suit to quiet title the defendant contended 
that the statute did not apply to persons convicted of manslaughter in the third 
degree, and also that it was unconstitutional as providing for a forfeiture. Held, 
that the wife took no interest in her husband's land. Hamblin v. Marchant 
(1918, Kan.) 17s Pac. 678. 

Even without legislation some courts exclude a murderer from taking by 
inheritance the property of his victim. See (1918) 27 Yale Law Journal, 964. 
Kansas, however, had reached the opposite result. McAllister v. Fair (1906) 72 
Kan. 533, 84 Pac. 112. In consequence, the above quoted statute was passed. 



